













Such	 an	 approach	would	 strive	 to	 help	 learners	 use	 their	 peers	 as	 a	 resource	 for	 learning,	 instead	 of	
depending	on	the	teacher	as	the	only	source	for	improving	their	English.








(1) learners can be trained to acquire advice that they perceive as useful from fellow classmates, and 
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1. Background



















totaling	128	students.	Ages	 ranged	 from	eighteen	 to	 twenty	years	old,	and	English	proficiency	varied,	
although	all	of	the	university	students	passed	the	required	entrance	exams.	Previous	English	educational	










brings	 no	 experience	 to	 the	 classroom	 and	 certainly	 no	 beliefs	 about	 how	 to	 learn	 a	 language.	After	









in	many	 cases	 be	 based	 on	 intuition	 or	 second-language	 acquisition	 research,	 rather	 than	 on	 personal	
experience.	Native	speakers	and	L2	speakers	simply	do	not	learn	a	language	in	the	same	way.
	 In	 giving	 advice	 to	 fellow	 students,	 the	 learner	 has	 the	 advantage	 of	 empathy	 with	 his	 or	 her	
classmates,	 and	 a	 greater	 likelihood	of	 sharing	 the	 same	 frustrations,	 anxieties,	 and	 goals	 as	 a	 fellow	
student	of	English.	Thus,	what	a	 learner	 lacks	 in	fluency	and	expertise,	he	or	 she	can	make	up	 for	 in	
relevant,	first-hand	experience	as	an	English	student.
	 It	 is	 with	 the	 above	 consideration	 in	mind	 that	 we	will	 attempt	 to	 outline	what	 advantages	 and	
disadvantages	may	be	entailed	in	an	attempt	to	organize	learners	as	advisors	on	how	to	learn	a	language,	
with	specific	reference	to	students	attempts	to	improve	their	weak	points	in	the	language.	 T h i s	


































































































	 Tarone	 &	Yule	 (1989	 :140),	 investigated	 practical	 results	 of	 student	 perceptions	 regarding	 their	
English	ability,	and	in	that	aspect	resembles	our	study,	but	their	research	went	on	to	explore	confidence-
related	 factors.	Specifically,	 they	 investigated	students	confidence	 level	and	 the	 relationship	with	 their	
performance	on	 tests.	 	This	 study,	however,	 is	aimed	more	 toward	gauging	 the	 receptivity	of	 students	
toward	using	peer	advice.






















	 	 	 	 	 	
2. Specifying Focus
  2.1 Definition of Terms





















	 "Cognitive	 strategies	 are	 seen	 as	 mental	 processes	 directly	 concerned	 with	 the	 processing	 of	
information	in	order	to	learn,	that	is	for	obtaining,	storage,	retrieval	or	use	of	information.	
	 However,	 there	 is	 another	 set	 of	 strategies	 operating	 at	 a	 different	 level	 to	 these,	which	 involve	
learners	stepping	outside	their	learning,	as	it	were,	and	looking	at	it	from	outside.	Such	strategies	include	
an	awareness	of	what	one	is	doing	and	the	strategies	one	is	employing,	as	well	as	a	knowledge	about	the	
actual	process	of	 learning.	They	also	 include	an	ability	 to	manage	and	regulate	consciously	 the	use	of	
appropriate	learning	strategies	for	different	situations.	They	involve	an	awareness	of	one's	own	mental	
processes	 and	 an	 ability	 to	 reflect	 on	how	one	 learns,	 in	other	words,	 knowing	 about	 one's	 knowing"	
(Williams	&	Burden	1997:148).
	 This	paper's	concern	is	specifically	within	the	metacognitive	framework,	notably	that	of	the	learner	






	 Although	 the	approach	 is	not	without	problems,	 the	 classification	 scheme	based	on	a	division	of	
learning	strategies	into	three	categories:	metacognitive,	cognitive,	and	social/affective	strategies-	is	useful	
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	 A	 sub-category	 of	metacognitive	 strategies	which	 further	 specifies	 this	 study's	 focus	 is	 the	 self-








































	 In	 formulating	 the	approach	for	 this	study,	 it	was	considered	helpful	 to	answer	some	preliminary	
questions	of	the	group	structure	to	be	used.	These	factors	to	consider	were	based	on	eight	recommended	
questions	from	research	on	the	effects	of	group	work	on	learning	(Long	1977:	288):
 1. How many students will work in each group?
	 Ranging	from	groups	of	three	to	twelve	students	per	group,	depending	on	how	many	students	are	
weak	in	the	skill	for	that	week's	project	theme;	listening,	etc.	









 3. Which students will work together?
	 The	relationship	will	be	randomly	based	on	which	area	each	student	decided	was	his	or	her	weak	
point.	This	allows	students	who	previously	had	never	spoken	together	to	interact.
















7. What relationship will group work share with the rest of the teaching and 
learning in our classes? 
	 It	aims	to	augment	the	two	weakest	of	each	student's	basic	four	skills	and	in	doing	so,	introduce	to	
the	student	a	new	resource	 (their	peers)	 to	 turn	 to,	 in	addition	 to	 the	 teacher,	 for	achieving	one's	own	
improvement.	




















teacher,	 then	 a	 shopkeeper	 or	English-speaking	 friend,	 and	 (2)	 the	ESL	 students	 typically	 come	 from	















their	own	 initiative,	out	of	class,	without	homework	 requiring	 them	 to	work	on	 improving	 their	weak	
points	in	English.	
	 Consequently,	if	they	are	to	become	autonomous	as	far	as	trying	out	strategies	which	may	work	for	
them,	 they	 need	 to	 first	 become	 accustomed	 to	 thinking	 and	 talking	 about	 the	 learning	 of	 English	 in	
English.	And	if	they	are	to	think	about	learning	and	not	depend	solely	on	the	teacher,	they	must	try	out	










whether	 the	 students	 voluntarily	 followed	 or	 attempted	 to	 follow	 their	 peers'	 advice	 outside	 of	 class,	
without	teacher	encouragement.	If	so,	this	would	appear	to	suggest	that	(1)	learners	can	acquire	advice	that	
they	perceive	as	useful	 from	fellow	classmates,	and	(2)	 learners	have	 the	capability	 to	 implement	 that	
advice	without	 teacher	 supervision.	 If	we	 can	 suggest	 that	 the	 second	 statement	 is	 possible,	 it	would	
suggest	that	learners	can	be	made	aware	of	their	own	empowerment	in	learning	how	to	learn.
	 It	 would	 also	 tell	 us	 that,	 depending	 on	 personality,	 strategy,	 and	 learner	 preconceptions,	 other	
learners	can	be	effective	sources	of	metacognitive	insight	for	language	learners.	Presenting	students	with	
the	opportunity	to	hear	alternate	learning	strategies,	specifically	from	fellow	learners	who	share	empathy	
and	common	experiences	and	frustrations	with	 them	can	have	overall	positive	affects	on	 the	 language	
learner,	and	the	student	can	attempt	to	use	strategies	autonomously	that	he	or	she	believes	relevant.		Many	








3. Basis for Investigation 
	
	 The	relevance	of	investigating	peer	advice	on	metalanguage	is	pertinent	to	several	possible	objectives.	








and	thus	achieve	less	 than	more	autonomous	students	who	feel	 their	efforts	contribute	heavily	 to	 their	












environment and social tasks	(2)	process tasks	such	as	peer	tutoring	and	goal	setting,	and	(3)	progress 













"to	 see	 themselves	 as	 increasingly	 competent	 and	 self-determined	 and	 to	 assume	 more	 and	 more	
responsibility	for	their	own	learning"	(Kohonen	1992:	17-18).		

















learners	 will	 benefit	 from	 peer	 tutoring	 by	 their	 teammates	 who	 are	 wrestling	 with	 the	 same	
question."(Kohonen	1992:	35).
	 By	looking	at	 the	second	factor	 listed	above,	 it	 is	easy	to	see	how	peer	 tutoring	ties	 in	 to	 learner	
autonomy	training,	because	individual	accountability,	if	implemented	correctly,	helps	to	train	a	learner	to	
be	more	self-directed.	
	 This	 study	 shares	 the	 common	 goals	 of	 positive	 interdependence,	 individual	 accountability,	 and	
abundant	face-to-face	interaction	with	cooperative	learning	without	necessarily	adapting	the	other	factors	
or	the	structure	of	it.










students	would	be	expected	 to	apply	or	use	 the	skills	on	 their	own	in	situations	where	 they	deemed	it	
appropriate	to	do	so"	(Wenden	1986c:	317-318).	Our	study	also	differs	from	the	above	in	that	the	teacher	
does	 not	 introduce	 nor	 demonstrate	 how	 to	 apply	 the	 strategies.	 Students	 are	 free	 but	 not	 obliged	 to	
practice	implementing	the	skill	on	their	own,	outside	of	class.	




investigation	 relied	 on	 asking	 the	 students	 if	 they	 tried	 the	 strategy	 and	 if	 so,	 whether	 it	 made	 any	































	 (3)	Martin	presents	convincing	data	 that	 learning	 through	 teaching	not	only	enhances	 the	


































about	 learning,	which	 they	 are	 certainly	 capable	 of	 doing	 (Wenden	 1986a:	 188).	 Legutke	&	Thomas	
endorse	peer	teaching	as	extremely	productive	and	even	necessary,	especially	in	project	work	involving	
the	use	of	metacommunicative	knowledge	and	teaching	by	learners	(1991:	276).	
	 Long	 and	 Porter	 (1985:	 207)	 point	 out	 five	 pedagogical	 arguments	 for	 using	 groupwork	 in	 ESL	
classes,	 including	 the	 potential	 increase	 in	 the	 quality	 and	quantity	 of	 student	 speaking	opportunities,	
enhanced	motivation,	and	a	more	positive	atmosphere:	




both	 the	 student	 and	 the	 teacher	 already	 know	 the	 answer,	 group	 work	 allows	 for	 a	 natural	
conversational	setting.	Students	working	together	are	not	limited	to	producing	isolated	sentences,	















































	 In	what	ways	 can	 fellow	 second	 language	 learners	 help	 each	other	 foster,	 if	 not	fluency,	 at	 least	
confidence	in	English	skills?	It	is	the	premise	of	this	paper	that	answering	the	above	question	is	not	an	

































































for	 those	weeks	were	speaking	and	 listening	 respectively.	However,	 for	week	3,	 student	A	will	be	 the	
advisor	in	his	or	her	strong	point,	which	happens	to	be	writing,	and	his	or	her	former	advisors	from	week	
1	and	week	2	are	now	in	the	role	of	advisee,	asking	student	A	relevant	questions	on	how	to	improve	their	




minutes	 each.	 Immediately	 after	 the	 workshops,	 learners	 were	 asked	 to	 answer	 the	 post-project	
questionnaires	(see	Appendix).	In	the	interest	of	avoiding	confusion	in	describing	the	activity	stages	in	the	






-PHASE 1 -PHASE 2 -PHASE 3 -PHASE 4
SPEAKING LISTENING READING WRITING
MON:			May	19	 MON:	May	12		 MON:		June	2	 MON:	May	26
TUE:				May	13	 TUE:		May	20			 TUE:			June	3			 TUE:	May	27
THUR:		May	22	 THUR:	May	15	 THUR:	June	5 THUR:	May	29		
FRI	1:		April	25 FRI	1:		May	16		 FRI	1:		May	23	 FRI	1:	May	30		





but	 to	 generally	 exemplify	what	 students	want	 to	 ask	 regarding	 how	 to	 improve	 their	weak	points	 in	
English.	While	the	eventual	goal	would	be	to	represent	questions	from	all	four	skills,	that	of	speaking	was	













PEER QUESTION CATEGORIES AND RESPECTIVE ADVICE LIST
 COMPILED QUESTIONS REGARDING HOW TO:
(Answers in small case.) 
1. SPEAK ENGLISH MORE
learn	vocabulary	by	heart				




















5. KNOW WHICH WORDS TO USE 
ask	foreigners	and	use	dictionary
have	time	for	using	dictionary
6. NOT PANIC WHEN I SPEAK 
before	you	speak	to	a	foreigner,	you	try	to	relax,	then	try	to	talk	to	him.
















10. NOT BE SHY 
don't	be	shy
don't	be	afraid	of	mistakes
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others.	While	individual	accountability	was	a	major	concern	of	the	researcher,	and	the	project	included	the	
above	described	procedures	 to	help	 ensure	 individual	 accountability.	Group	accountability,	which	 is	 a	
basic	tenet	of	cooperative	learning	was	less	of	a	priority	for	this	study	and	was	made	difficult	since	the	






















4.2 Methods of Collecting Research Data
	 The	questions	pursued	in	the	research	were	the	following:
(1) Can university students in Japan be taught to conduct metacognitive workshops in 
improving each other's weak point in English in a way perceived as effective by the learners? 
If so, in which skill could peers help each other most?
(2) What would be the advantages and disadvantages of such a project ?
(3) Would students in the project voluntarily try the advice? Why or why not?




(1) preliminary surveys-	 to	solicit	 self-evaluations	 from	the	 learners	 regarding	 their	weak	and	strong	
points,
(2) post-project surveys-	 to	 gauge	 the	 perceived	 effectiveness,	 advantages,	 and	 disadvantages	 of	 the	
project	from	the	viewpoint	of	the	learners,	
and	finally,	(3) individual interviews-	to	follow	up	and	clarify	the	results	of	the	post-project	surveys.




of	methods.	 The	 first	 is	 via	 think-aloud	 activities,	 in	 which	 learners	 verbalize	 their	 feelings,	 without	
attempting	to	analyze	them	(Matsumoto	1993:	34)		as	they	are	in	the	process	of,	for	example,	writing	or	
reading	material	in	the	second	language,	and	(2)	self-observation,	which	involves	more	analysis,	and	is	
usually	 conducted	 after	 the	 learning	 has	 taken	 place.	 Self-observation	 may	 be	 elicited	 by	 means	 of	
questionnaires,	diaries,	and	interviews"(Cohen	&	Hosenfeld	quoted	in	Tarone	&	Yule	1989:	134).













writing	workshop,	 it	would	be	possible	 to	discern	 this	 from	 the	 respective	questionnaires.	Thus,	 each	
student	was	given	an	opportunity	to	assess	the	project	on	four	separate	occasions	with	respect	to	each	of	
the	 four	groups.	This	also	 reduces	 the	 interference	of	mere	personality	conflicts,	one-time	absence,	or	
other		concerns	peripheral	to	the	goal	of	investigating	the	efficacy	of	peer	advice.
	 The	expectation	of	such	a	scheme	is	that	if	there	are	major	problems	or	flaws	in	the	planning	of	the	









that	 the	participants	did	not	understand	 the	questions	 in	English.	 It	was	 felt	 that	having	 the	 responses	









	 While	 the	 previously	 mentioned	 survey	 questions	 were	 conducted	 in	 Japanese	 and	 English,	 the	
interviews	were	conducted	solely	in	English.	While	it	may	seem	to	be	risking	more	ambiguity	in	the	data,	






1. What are your weak points?





2. What advice did the _____ advisor give you?
	 This	question	was	also	designed	to	review	in	the	learner's	mind	the	project	events,	and	to	evaluate	
how	effectively	students	could	remember	the	advice.	
3. Did you try that advice?          Why or Why not?







4. If yes for number 3., what happened? Was there any change? 
	 This	question	was	devised	to	measure	any	perceived	effectiveness	of	the	actual	advice	received	by	
the	advisee.



















5. Results of the Surveys
Survey Findings
	
	 Survey	results	to	the	question:	Was the project effective? 
Over	the	four-week	project	period,	each	student	answered	for	the	four	speaking	areas.	The	total	number	of	
respondents	varied	from	week	to	week	according	to	attendance.





























1. Speaking: 51 responses  (43.2%)
2. Writing: 21 responses   (17.7%)
3. Listening: 19 responses   (16.1%)
4. Reading: 18 responses   (15.2%)










5.1 Merits of the Approach
			 In	clarifying	what	is	meant	by	effective,	we	take	as	our	model	the	evaluation	of	whether	"it	provided	
practice	in	a	skill	in	which	they	felt	themselves	to	be	deficient..."	(Wenden	1986a:	193).
	 In	 researching	 apparent	 patterns	 in	 the	 students'	 evaluations	of	 the	peer	 advice,	 several	 recurrent	
themes	were	frequently	found	in	the	answers	of	the	open-ended	questions.	
	 For	merits	of	the	project,	general	categories	of	the	student's	answers	included	the	following:
Speaking practice in English 31
Could hear different opinions/ideas: 25
Useful/instructive advice: 23
Comfortable/less anxious atmosphere 14
Enjoyable/fun 6
Interaction with fellow classmates 5
None 4
	 Perceived	merits	which	rated	only	one	or	two	respondents	each	included	the	following:
Easy to understand 2
Other 2
No reason given 1




Makes you think 1
Could use Japanese 1
Active 1 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
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Instrumental:	 	External	power	wants	L2	learner	to	learn	L2	(e.g.,	corporation		 	 	 	
sends	Japanese	businessman		to	US.	for	language	training)
















TOTAL  RESPONSES: 120







































their	own	ability	 tended	 to	affect	 some	advisors,	 as	 they	 reported	 that	 they	doubted	 the	quality	of	 the	
advice	they	gave.	This	would	appear	to	correspond	to	'feelings	of	competence',	according	to	which	it	is	




	 The	 learner's	 perceptions	 of	 themselves	 has	 been	 reported	 to	 relate	 heavily	 to	 their	 successful	








6.1. Criteria for Evaluation
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DID YOU TRY THE ADVICE?    TOTAL RESPONSES: 117
 YES  88 (75.2%)  NO 27 (23%) NEUTRAL  2 (1.7%)
IF YOU TRIED THE ADVICE, WHAT HAPPENED?
TOTAL RESPONSES OF STUDENTS WHO TRIED THE ADVICE: 88
IMPROVED (USEFUL):  33  ( 37.5 %)  
A LITTLE IMPROVEMENT: 12   ( 13.6%)
NO RESPONSE  2  ( 2.2 %)
NO CHANGE/NO CHANGE YET: 18  (20.4%)
NEUTRAL (Includes I DON'T KNOW, and responses which made no
reference to improvement or lack of it). 23  ( 26.1 %)
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7. Conclusion
7.1 Further Work to be done 
	










rather	ask	a	native	English	 teacher	 for	advice.	This	 is	based	on	 the	assumption	 that	 the	 teacher	could	
provide	more	assistance	on	learning	strategies	although	a	native	speaker,	by	definition	has	not	personally	




assess	metacognitive	strategies	 for	 their	own	use.	 In	 fact,	Wenden	recommends	as	a	high	priority	 that	






As perceived by the learners:
 Is the project effective, and in which skill can learners best advise peers? What are the most 
prominent merits and problems of the peer advice project? Would participants voluntarily 









































-Block,	D.	1996	A	window	on	the	classroom:	classroom	events	viewed	from	different	angles.	 in	Voices From the 
Language Classroom,	(eds.)	Bailey,	K.M.,	and		Nunan,	D.	CUP.	pp.	168-194.	
-Brown,	H.	D.	1987	Principles of Language Learning and Teaching,	Prentice	Hall.












	 	 	 	 	 	 	
-Coelho,	E.	1994		Jigsaw	Tasks	in	the	Second	Language	Classroom.	The	Language	Teacher,	Vol.	18,	No.	10.
-Cohen,	E.G.	1994		Designing groupwork: Strategies for the heterogeneous classroom.	New	York:	Teachers	College	
Press.	
-Cook,	V.	1991		Second Language Learning and Language Teaching.	Arnold.
-Doughty,	C.	and	Pica,	T.	1986		'Information	Gap'	Tasks:	Do	they	facilitate	Second		 Language	Acquisition?	TESOL	
Quarterly,	20,	2,	pp.	305-325.










-Harel,	H.,	1992	 	Teacher	Talk	 in	 the	Cooperative	Learning	Classroom.	In	Cooperative Language Learning,	C.	
Kessler	(Ed.),	pp.	153-162.	Englewood	Cliffs,	NJ:	Prentice	Hall	Regents.
-Hilleson,	M.	1996		I	want	to	talk	to	them,	but	I	don't	want	them	to	hear:	An	introspective	study	of	second	language	
anxiety	in	an	English-medium	school,	in	Voices From the Language Classroom,	(eds.)	Bailey,	K.M.,	and	Nunan,	
D.	CUP.	pp.	248-275.
	 	 	 	 	 	 	




Collaborative Language Learning and Teaching.	Nunan,	D.,		ed.	pp.14-39.	Cambridge.
-Kramsch,	C.	1987		Interactive	discourse	in	small	and	large	groups,	in	Interactive Language Teaching,	(Ed.)	Rivers,	
W.,	Cambridge	University	Press.	pp.	17-30.
-Legutke,	M.	and	Thomas,	H.	1991		Process and Experience in the Language Classroom.	Longman.




















-Nunan,	D.,	ed.	1992		Collaborative Language Learning and Teaching,	CUP













	 	 	 	 	 	 	
-Rogers,	C.	1983		Freedom to Learn in the Eighties.	Charles	E.	Merrill	Publishing	Company.










-Tsui,	A.	1996		Reticence	and	anxiety	in	second	language	learning,	in	Voices From the Language Classroom,	(eds.)	
Bailey,	K	and	Nunan,	D.	CUP.	pp.	145-167.
-Van	Lier,	L.	1988	The Classroom and the Language Learner: Ethnography and Second-Language Classroom 
Research.	Longman.
-Webb,	N.	1985	Verbal	Interaction	and	Learning	in	Peer-Directed	Groups.	Theory	Into	Practice.	24,	1,	pp.	32-39.
-Wenden,	A.	1986a	 	What	do	second-language	 learners	know	about	 their	 language	 learning?	A	second	 look	at	
retrospective	accounts.	Applied	Linguistics,	7,	2,	pp.	186-205.
-Wenden,	A.	1986b	Helping	language	learners	think	about	learning.	ELT	Journal,	40,	1,	pp.	3-9.




-Williams,	M.	and	Burden,	R.	1997		Psychology for Language Teachers,	Cambridge	University	Press.
















		Questions	about	weak	point	1:	 	 	 Questions	about	weak	point	2:
1.	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1.
2.	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 2.




PEER QUESTION CATEGORIES AND RESPECTIVE ADVICE LIST
 Compiled from post-project surveys.
COMPILED QUESTIONS REGARDING HOW TO:






























































	 	 	 	 	
Post Project Survey
If you were an advisor (teacher) in today's project:
1. What is the best question you were asked?
2. What was your answer?
=============================================================If 
you were an advisee (student)  in today's project:
1. What questions did you ask?
2. What were the answers?
============================================================= 
Please answer ALL of the following:
3. Was this project effective? Why?
4. What do you think were the good points of this project? Explain.
5. What do you think were the bad points of this project? Explain.
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Appendix 4
	 	 	 	 	
Responses to the questions: What were the bad points of this project?
                         What were the good points of this project?
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Appendix 5
Merits and Disadvantages of Project
Categorized	responses	of	open-ended	questions	to	post-project	surveys.
Survey	Results	to	the	questions:	What are the good points of this project?
            What are the bad points of this project?
Answers	to	open-ended	questions	as	categorized	by	the	researcher:




















TOTAL  RESPONSES: 120
―	203	―
Metacognitive	Peer	Advice:	Learners	as	Advisors（Mark	Bailey）
























TOTAL  RESPONSES: 120
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Appendix 6
Breakdown of responses by class.
Survey Results to the question: Was the project effective?  
	 (See	following	page	for	total	of	responses)
MON	2 YES NO NEUTRAL 	
SPEAKING	 15		 6	 1
LISTENING 16 6	 2
WRITING	 8	 11	 0
READING	 11	 11	 1
TUE	1
SPEAKING	 14	 9	 1
LISTENING	 12	 11	 3
WRITING	 13	 12	 1
READING	 13	 13	 1
THUR	1
SPEAKING		 16	 4	 0
LISTENING	 13	 1	 0
WRITING	 12	 5	 1
READING	 16	 5	 0
FRI	1
SPEAKING	 21	 6	 1
LISTENING	 22	 1	 2
WRITING	 17	 11	 1
READING	 17	 6	 3
FRI	2
SPEAKING	 22	 3	 2
LISTENING	 24	 3	 0
WRITING	 13	 11	 1
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Appendix 7
	 	 	 	 	 	
Student Interview Questions
	 	 	 	
1.	In	which	area	can	a	student	help	a	fellow	student	most?		
a.	Reading	 b.	Listening	 c.	Writing	 d.	Speaking	 e.	Other	____
Tabulated	responses	to	the	question:	In	which	area	can	a	student	help	a	fellow	student	most?
Total	responses:	118
Class READING LISTENING WRITING SPEAKING OTHER
Monday  5	 4	 3	 14	 0
Tuesday 1	 2	 3	 11	 5
Thursday 		 6	 4	 4	 7	 0
Friday	1	 3	 4	 7	 11	 1
Friday	2	 3	 5	 4	 8	 3




	 	 	 	 	
Survey results to the question: Did you try the advice? (Why/Why not?)
MON	 YES	18	 NO	6	 NEUTRAL	0
TUE	 YES	21	 NO	3	 NEUTRAL	0
THUR			 YES	9	 NO	9	 NEUTRAL	2		
FRI	1	 YES		26	 NO	0	 NEUTRAL	0















MONDAY (18) 11 3 1 3 0
TUESDAY (21) 3 4 8 4 2
THURSDAY (9) 4 2 0 3 0
FRIDAY 1 (26) 11 3 4 8 0
FRIDAY 2 (14) 4 0 5 5 0
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Appendix 9
SCHEDULE OF CLASS PROJECTS:
SPEAKING WORKSHOPS:
CLASS MONDAY TUESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY 1 FRIDAY 2
DATE May 19 May 13 May 22 April 25 May 9
NUMBER OF 
ADVISORS 2 11 2 6 2
NUMBER OF 




1 to 10 (held 
in 2 groups of 
1 advisor to 5 
advisees)
7 groups of 
2 advisors to 
2-3 advisees
2 groups: 1 
advisor to 9 
advisees in 
each group
6 groups: 1 
advisor to 3-4 
advisees in 
each group
2 groups: 1 
advisor to 12-
13 advisees in 
each group
LISTENING WORKSHOPS:
CLASS MONDAY TUESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY 1 FRIDAY 2
DATE  May 12 May 20 May 15 May 16 May 16
NUMBER OF 
ADVISORS 8 7 3 17 2
NUMBER OF 




4 groups: 2 
advisors and 
4 advisees in 
each group.
7 groups: 1 
advisor to 2-3 
advisees in 
each group
3 groups: 1 
advisor to   
1-2 advisees 
in each group




2 groups: 1 






CLASS MONDAY TUESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY 1 FRIDAY 2
DATE June 2 June 3 June 5 May 23 May 30
NUMBER OF 
ADVISORS 19 18 18 16 23
NUMBER OF 




4 groups: 1  
advisee to  4-5 
advisors
3 groups: 6 
advisors to 
3 advisees in 
each group
3 groups: 1 
advisee to 6 
advisors in 
each group
7 groups of 
2-3 advisors 
to 1 student
3 groups:     
7-8 advisors 
to 1 advisee in 
each group
WRITING WORKSHOPS:
CLASS MONDAY TUESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY 1 FRIDAY 2
DATE May 26 May 27 May 29 May 30 May 23
NUMBER OF 
ADVISORS 15 15 13 15  15
NUMBER OF 




3 groups of 
5 advisors to 
1-2 advisees
3 groups: 
Groups (1)  
and  (2): 5 
advisors to 
4 advisees. 
Group 3: 5 
advisors to 3 
advisees
5 groups: 1 
advisee to  2-3 
advisors in 
each group
7 groups of 
2-3 advisors 
to 2 advisees 
5 groups:
3 advisors to 
2 advisees in 
each group
